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- ™ INTRODUCTION

Bl

‘ The research dealing with the needs and uses of v

: information has undergone éhange since the 1950 S, tak-

-

ing three bas1c forms, The first rﬁﬂﬁachSists’of’~#-'7

examining users' wchafaEEEEIEEI;;JAnd needsg ‘and their re-
'lationships to the types of 1nformation used the second
dealQ.Wlth theoretical approaches o 1nformationqdissem;
inationi'the third type focuses on evaluations of existing
» : . S . : : _
information systems and their impact on'the>consumer and;’
;practitione% The first type, Whlch categorizes users;‘

- -

X
needs. and relates them to characteristics of the users

v
’

themselves, was used primarily erm the l950's until

K4

"the mid- 1960's and was lérgely concerned w1th the chaqrc-,/:_‘

teristics of the consumers of sc1entific and technological

1nformation._ Martyn (1974), in. a review of the development
of user—needs;andiuses-research,“terms this type of re;

- L
"search’ "broag -brush studies" and sees 1ts generaf\purpose
'Aas exi}oratory 1£ that the des1red end producf’was some~
\\quantification of information-gathering habits and needs -
kdvkn ordereto 1mprove the quality of the 1n€ormation ser;u

©
R

-

v1ces being offered.,

&
In reV1ew1ng such studies of 1nformation needs,

-

Lin and Garvey (1972) delineate some of the factors

.
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S

,'<i \\ﬁresearchers need both a 1arge amzynt‘
of information af well aS\more current publlcatlons tha

4

.8

Ll

involved in accountlng for dlfferentlal 1nﬁormation needs.
s1bly{ the most‘lmportant factor 1nf1uenclng such Qeeds
s the type of work performed by the’ user,'such:as-teachung
r'fesearch. Although many 1nd1vlduals are engaged in :7
bot activ> ‘es,lthey may be classxfled accordlng to how
they sjo\end!}:e m#ajorlty of .their t1me.‘ Lln and Garvey

p01nt oth\haﬂ'wbether the person c1a551f1es hlm or herself
\ A

T as prnmarlly\teﬁbher or researcher has an effect on the

N

4

?

'Q-quantlty, quall and form of the lnformatlon needed

: 1\
Because they are\ N

scientific dlscoLery,

7
'

e /

do teachers, who are involvesd in more applled work.

) * Another factor 1nf1uenc1ng dlfferentlal lﬂf/’ ation

!

needs lS whether the 1nd1v1dua1's work is bagig or applied.

In a study of theilnformatlon'useseof socia scientists'

..; V : ) " .

in Britain, Line, Brlttaln, and Crammer 971) report
that those ﬁEople employed by educatlo ad inhstitutes,.

who are.doinglmore,baslc work,‘reportvmore requent use

.

of abstracts than do those in’more\ippiiss work in govern-
mént settlngs._

. The spec1f1c dlsc1p11ne in whlch the information

user is iizii:ed ls‘another factor.affectlng dlfferentlal

"needs. In omparatlve study of the communlcatlon systems

w1th1n the phy51ca1 and social sc1ences, Garvey, Lin, and

N%lson (1970) report varlousrdlfgerences between the two

bw1th respect ‘to the operatlon of the elements of the .

oy Al . N\

empt1ng*fy establlsh "prlorlty of .

%



: ‘ . b ‘
” systems.’' Inggeneral, communication in the social sciences |

- - . - . J
I . 'seems to be in the early stages of development in rela-,
~tion to the deyééipment exhibited by the physical'sciences

. in that within SOcial sciences, communication seems more -

/ Lrandom than systematlc. 3he processing of. 1nformatlon

' ¥ within the social sc1ences seems to be more tuﬂhﬁconsumlng,

RN haphazard, and d1ffuse than in the phys1cal’sc1ences ik -

_ . - . A fourth factor affectlng differential needs, men-

. : : tioned by Lin and Garvey, is the users' knowledge of the
fac111t1es and/orvmaterlals'avallable. Studles evalu-fi"
. ating the ser\&ces of the Educatlonal esourcesIInformai‘

tion Center (ERIC) have emphas1zed that' one of the most
- important problems encountered by ERIC has been under- | {
L ) :

utlllzatlon and lack of awareness by potentlal users

»of\the avallablllty of the services (Garvey, et al:,_ 1970;

e

\cHoover 1972; Wanger, 1972). Hoover (1972) cites varioud
v - f ctors\as causes of)underutilizatfon of the services

1'offered by ERIC. Among those mentloned are lack of vksit
bility, accessibillty, and pract1cal utlllty of.the infort-
mation, and a lack ofhrnformation.retrieva;ps%ills a?ong N

“

educators. -~ . T *

. The second basic"form of research, concerned with o ‘;
s . , _ )
1nformatlon/ issemination and users' needs and uses, o
- - is characterlzed by a more soc1olog1cal approach which
.atéempts to develop theorles of 1nformatlon—processlng‘
. behavior as’ opposed to simply descrlblng such beh§v1or.
Palsley (1968) summarizes some of the questlon?/%;pught ,
- y,

/ -




7

“the varlous systems 1n which the 1nformatlon user 1s

'These colleges can be thought of as a group. of prestiglous'

such acgess. S I

" Soee

"~ out by such an approach.and:includes among them the. par-

i
\

';ticular media chosen and the amount-of“effort associated

with the lnformatlon—processlng behavior: This socio=

i * . . -

loglcal approach empha51zes the need to take into accOunt .

"k K

u‘,

_ lnvolved, such as the cultural, pO]ltlcal and economic .

i '

systenms descrlbed by Palsley. By cons1der1ng these 1n-‘

formatlon-spheres, thls research approach leads to a greater
. ' -

understandlng of the "informal communlcatlon system%/ S

Among the concepts used to analyze the 1nformal .

communication systems 1s that of "inv1s1ble colleges.

LY

researchers in a subfleld of a sclence who know one another

'and,share information 1nformally; arvey and Grlfflth IE

(1968) have p01n&ed out that thlS 1nformal communlcatlon

N R

W1th1n an 1nv1s1ble college of results ‘%lcb are A t

published elsewhere tepds to restrict avallabrllty of

ey

-the 1nformatlon f'rom younger researchers who have no

. . 5
s - . . EN .

Another group of studies in thislsociological'vein;

.\

performed by the Center for Research in Scientific Commun- -

ication at Johns ﬁopkins UniverSi;y,.inVestigated the rolef.y“j
: 4 . : P

1played by the varlous .medid used in sc1ent1f1c and tech—

i , - n.

. nical communLcatlon (Garvey, Lln,'Nelson, and Tomlta, l970)

[

Yy

The first series of:these-studies dealt w1th the communi_

catlon processes lnvolved in the natlonal meetlnﬁs of

Varlous\englneerlng, physlcal, and sqcial science

~

s - s ot
. .

ke ’
.
‘ o 9
[T R e . )
e RN . N
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soc1eties. The authors prOVide a detailed deseriptio{,.

of the - information-exchanging actiVities assoc1%ted With

. ' papers presented at. these national meetings using response o

K - obtained from questipnnaires submitted to the authors of e _”?“*
' e A 3

;):39 ‘J the papers, the seSSion atbeﬁdants, and the quuestors-. N e

. of- the papers.' - ' . T ' "

i

Voo T ,.i( :On the baSlS\Df the attendants' requestors'eand

~ authors! responses to these questionnaires, the authors’

. of the study came to some judgment as to the effective~

» L &7 o
ness of thé‘ﬁnformation exchanged at these meetings. , \ ;

o The authors conclude that the partiCipants.View the

nat*gnal meeting‘as one of the last informaI SCientific _ -

communication media and-Wish to keep it . so despite the
) ?,/ . . L s - 'r,, . L
,y-increaSing Size of the meetings. The basic information—

/\‘ '_”i,exchange functign served by the meeting is to annpunce.
new scientific work and to allow a fruitful exchange of
. , ! : .
. .

.information after the paper presentation. POinting out fd,»

S .~

that-the information dissemination by requested copy .

is more important ‘to the active researcher than the same‘i‘f

information later published in Journals, the authorsv'f

N 4 . I

suggest that to prOVide increased and more effective ' O e
communication, the soc1eties themselves might be, respon—g

Slble fox distributing the papers rather ﬁhan leaVing .

tr

thegyésponSlblllty to the author who . might find him or-

" her&elf too busy .
! . | The SOClOlOglcal approach to. information process1ng

N . .o . ¢ P ‘, "P-‘
E T_.Jhﬂf“'and dissemination adds to baSlC Knowledge butﬂhas I° tle 7. . \\

4 x
.
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éfféct;onxexisting information systems and their’@esigners.
.t : v .

}F: o  Puring théhlgﬁo'i{i:::ﬁifﬁgvatlons were made in' thes 1n-d -
W T formationvsystems, as computerized storage and retrleval

_{7 -ﬂf>u ' Because these changes involved high levels of effort
4 : - ot ¢

and costg, ‘the primary aréa of interest in userﬁstudles

N f{ “lswitched from basic knowledge to evaluations of theseF,
ol ‘ . ‘ o
‘:'new systems. Spec1f1ca11y, researchers became'concerned

\

';”f“ \; 'w1th the 1mpact of the 1nformatlon prov1ded by these

G ”~systemsaon:the subsequent WOﬂt»of the users. The designers

W " e v

I t(-and(managers of the many systems Wthh were formed aftérv

N

the computer became an Jntegral part of(the 1nformatlon
dlssemlnatlon process wanted feedback on the users',eval-

»

‘ uatlons of the 1nformatlon belng processed thérefore, '

; & _—

/C - '”. numerous stud;es were undertaken to gulde and mOdlfy theﬁ

. " . f . S rA:,_"_‘_ o -
Operatlons of certaln systems.' o S A :

Y

In one such study, Hall and her asSOclates (1972)

. analyze users'fevaluatlons of the serv1ces offered by

. T Informatlon :erv1ces 1n Phys1cs, Electrotechnology, Com—~x-

@ “a ‘,v

g puters and Control (INSPEC) The lnvestlgatfrs ' found .”Ikgtﬁnﬂ

}that, in general, usersﬁ reactlons to and ;udgments of
) ’ a4l

%a serv10e are based on subjectlve 1mpre951ons related .
| S
;to such thlngs as the phys1ca1 appearance of the output.

- 5

In a s1m11ar veln,'Hall (1972) examlned users'-reactlons_

*
e _,r,'

to selectlve d1ssem1natlon lnfOrmatlon serv1ces and found
that, over a perlod of up to two and a half yea%s,*the

users report 1ncreased confldence in- belng well 1nformed

.

a. reductlon in the number of Journals scanned by satlsfled

. . -
B . ~
. . N o LT . ..
. . “ ;
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1

-use of ERIC by the authors, attendantsr

- of meetlng papers presented at the Amerlcan Educatlonal

{on 1mpdétant tOplcs 1ntended to help those in edhcatlon R

H B ‘ . ‘ . Ky b T .
. . . 0 bt ) n
. X . . - ' o 4
. : . B .
» . L N ? . . C . ) - 7’ .
. . : . -
o o : o

e e S S i -
- users, and fewer visits to the library by selective dis-

Y . 4." N

: - Tt Co ! R
SeminationfinformatTon rec1p1ents.‘ Therefore,'ln Ehese‘
o ( N N :

. .
Al M
't - * T

studies. it is shown that- a successful system can have, /

a pOSltlY@ effect on the behav1or of the)users.ﬂ,, o -/’

w . N : .'7’\,'.' s

¢ “ .
Educatlonal Resources Informatlon Center (ERIC) gw/

is "an 1nformatlon system whlch has been the obJect of

much 1nVest1gat10ni ERIC- 'is a system that prov1des fo
” 2 sl (
the compllatlon and d1ssem1natlon of current educatlo al

11terature. A networﬂ of 16 clearlnghouses has prim ry

respons1b111ty for the collectlng and)lndeklng of m’terl 1

to be included in the=sYstem. In addltlon to perf rmlng

computerlzed searches on spec1f1c tOplCS, each of he

clearlnghouses produces Informatlon Analysls PrOd cts.f

(IAP) whlch are summarles ang’ blbllographles pre ared- y

>

v

remaln-abreast of research. Varlous studles have foqysed

YR

on the effectiveness of ERIC and the serv1ces ffered.

‘(ﬁuaspch study is that by Garvey, et al. (ié?O);J

mentloned prev1ously, Wthh dealt w1th the

»natlonal meetlng in sc1ent1f1c and technlc 1 communlcatlon.

-

: i
As part of their research, the authors in estlgated the Mg

'.-

~ {
d. requestors

Research Assoc;atlon meetlng Thelr resurts 1nd1cate }

that in 1967 only 30 - of the respondents in: the survey
i

had personarﬁy submltted a document to ERIC or”had acqulred

a dochmentvfnom ERIC_ Although the authors glve no reaspns°““

¢
- H .o i . - - -
[ . . T LI

] . . D
. Lyt - t
k3 : .

bt -
3
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for, such'Underutilization, two. differences between users. ,

\\.

and nonusers that emerge are 1ﬂ

. and profess10na1 involvement Users tehded to be.asso~

Y
-

'Ciated With nonacademic institutions and to be involved

-
y

- Lh‘applied research or development work while the nonusers

L]
PR

tended to be ass0ciated w1th academic institutions and

“

. !‘to be involved in bas1c research The authors posit
thatkthe basic researcher participates in an'information
'.miliéﬁbwhich is more efficient than ERIC but that the
N

.Q_f? ftypical applled user does not partic1pate in this milieu
and relies on ERIL to prov1de for his or her information
‘ needs. Another reason for such results might be lack
of user awareness due to the fact that ERIC had been
in operation onlfutwo years when the survey took place,
In a later survey.evaluating products produced by
the National Center for Educational Communication (NCEé),
Wanger (1972) obtains more optimistic results for ERIC.
The products evaluated by the author inclnde Putting Re-
search\into Educational Practice (PﬁEP) reports, Educa—
‘tionai%haterials Center (EMC) bibliographies, and the
IAPs produced by the ERIC c1earinghouses. Wanger points
out that of the budgets submitted to the NCEC by the ERIC
¢ learinghouses, -0 to 45% of them are for the IAP program.
| 'The first part of Qanger's study is concerned with
the degree to which educators were familiar with these
product:af The rwuiUJA:()f a random sample of 1,588 cducators

reveal that 87% of the respondents report familiavity

ewl

10

A\
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with the.p;oducts. Specifically,ftheyihad either réad,

skimmed or were aware of the existence of at least one
NCEC unit. 1In another part of the study, Wanger investi--

gated users' evaluations of the products in ter&é of

il ®

quality, measured in terms of coverage of the topic,

up-to-dateness, format, clérity of'writing, and thougﬁt-

[y

fulness of discussion, and users' evaludtions of utility,

T ., » measured in terms of recipientsf use of the productvand,.

®

the degree -of usefulness, the comparativé usefulness‘oﬁ
the product, and the reporﬁed need and relevance of- the

information contained in the product. - Results indicate

. ‘that quality ratings were greater than the midpoint .of
‘ oA

the scale and that the IAPs were meeting the users' needs
for information on a:-continuing basis'and, to a lesser

&" N I . : : } ’/- ‘
extent, they were meeting more urgent information needs.

A
ARkt

ST Users reported that the products wéfe useful in probiemk

solving situations, such-as planninggactivities, regearch
i .

;,;1'
It

, design efforts, course work curriculum design, and appli-
cation in the classroom with\gtudents. Alsb, 507% of.the
users reported pqusindié&onq the information to others;

The problems faced by the ERIC sys£em have been
noted and recommendations for the Future havé been suggested
! : both by Wanger (1972) and Hoovef (1972). Hoover points
out that the literature of education is of such high
volume and is so weak in scientifically verified proposi-
tions and réliable.progrnm evaluations that syntheseg

of practical experience and research findings are rare.

1 4
A a
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| . . ;c , }
Ahdther problem associated-with educational_literature

[

is 1ts underutlllzatlon due to ed/gators' rellance on
faoe—to—face communlcatlon w1th//o&1eagues, anecdotal L

'1nfqmmatlon, and the adv1ce,of others. As meﬁtlonedv.~

1 e
A o

) prev10usly, a lack of famlllarlty on the part of the.-.
“target audience w1th/the serv1ces‘offered by ERIC.ls'also
a problem. Hoover also points-out that even among thdse
lfamiliar with ERfC, there seems to be some gegree‘of
dissatisfaction, which is reduced when the usérs employ
‘competent 1nformatlon spec1a11sts as medlators between

their needs and the ERIC data base. ‘ .

.

Hoover sees some areas as being of spec1£1 interest
. 1 - . .
inzfuture planning for ERIC,. ,Flrst, he states’ that the

1 4
. : )
coverage of the literature should haée no substantive

Y
gaps and that 1t should,lnclude fuglthe literature which

covers exemplary, 1nnovat1ve projects and p}actlcesf

\ N

Also, he emphaslzes concern with'the practltloner/de61s1on-

maker clientele in that users,need concrete ‘answers to’
k) : : .

specificeproblems or a~synthesis of information around

the problem to help 1n their applled work.

(/

Wanger (l972) also makes recommendatlons for both

the ERIC system and for further evaluatlon studies.

L 1

.Hoer recommendatiofs for the system are to develop impﬂoved

alerting and annouxcement sy#tems and to improve the

product dollvery s¥stem and/or intensity the educational

program of how to obtaln the products. Recommendations
’

for Future evaluation studies state that they should

—
15
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- 1nclude an assessment of’ the outreach of the product and
e . 1
: ‘that "a cont1nu1ng evaluatlon program should- be 1nst¥&uted,

s

thprovide the‘orLglnatlng\unlts ylth current feedback

on NCEC products" (p. II-11). " | o

)

3 3 ‘\u. L) I
In 11ne-w1th this second recommenda ,{the present
Ty .

%

! ' research prOJeCt is concerned w1th the users the IAPs

produced by the ERIC Clearlnghouse on Tests, Measurements,
\and Evaluation (ERIC/TM). ‘The’ prOJect attemptsj&o measure
. the users' evaluations of, the IAPs in terms of various

aspects of quality and utility, discussed below. In°

addition, comparisons are made between the, perceived

‘1 Al

[ ] L ' ., R
quality and utility reported by those affiliated-with
colleges and those in other institutions and'organizations.1

’

¥

—
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N S e © METHOD . - e

™ g o p
i L :
i The subJecus foﬁhws prOJECt were com-

5

’.;.

’Measurements, and nvaluatlon. The sampl Was randomly

drawn from a cumulatlve list of orders plaséd from

A

January,»l976 to December,*l976 and was based on stratif-

ications by title of requested report and institutional
. ; , AL

s

§
1

. ’ affiliation: ‘Table 1 ptesents these data. :The six inéti-
> tutional afflllatlons used\Fbr stratlflcatlon were.
1) commerclafxgrganlzat1onsy 2) state'departments of
qducation; 3) elementary through higﬁ school,‘including
vocational schools; 4) school district; 5) uhivgrsities
ana four-year colleges; and 6) undiffefentiated,“those‘

4

\ | ' for wﬁom it was impossible to assign a category. Looking

Insert Table 1 about here

at Table 1, 'one can see that the largest number of re-
'questg came from those affiliated with colleges and'uni;_
versities and the fewést came from those associated with
comherciql brganizations. vBésed on the total number of
requests, 8,420, 301 were chosen to be in the survéy.

The nuﬁber within each institutional affiliation is entered

into Table 1 in parentheses.

v
H
v




. and, 8)‘the utility of ﬁhe dOcument. r" B ‘<
} -

'expressed purpose in orderlng the product and the extent‘

’

Questionnaire. ‘The’basic purpose of the questionf

nalre ‘'was to assess the requestor’s evaluatlon of a

-

_‘partlcular document Wthh she/he had ordered Spec1fically{

-

v . . .
the areas covered include: 1) the type of institution

o«

or organizat{dn with'which the requestor is affiliated;

2) the type of profess1onal activities engaged in by ghe

.o

requedory 3) the relatlonshlp between the above t

4) how the r questors became‘aware-Of the document in
questlon, 5) whether the requestors were the target pop

latlon of the clearlnghouse'\6) whether the requestors‘

te,

had received the requested document and, 1f 50, the extent'
. . . R w’ ‘)“‘ ‘ R
of reading-tHey had done; :7) the qualxty of the document-

These last two questlonnalre areas were comprlsed

of yarlous dimensions. Qualgty was Judged on the length
- \v.\
of the document, .the organldatlon, the wr1t1ng, ans th
q

\
format. Utility was assessed accordlng to the requestor's

P
32

‘to which this purpose was fulfllled, whether the 1nfo§?atlon

in’ the 1nformatlon analysis product was passed on and,\

\

A
if so, to whom and in what form. Utillty was_measured~:f
: e ‘ , \

also by asking the requestors to.report any impact of the\
: - - E

information on their subsequent work ackivities. Open-

; .

ended questions were also included to afllow the respondent

o

to report any special effects the inforjation had on
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hls/her work and to provi suggestions. See Appendix:

A-1 for a copy of the que tionnaire used in the studygas well

as the cover letter which companied it in Appendix-:A-2.

_ : N : v . E

) <£' Procedure. The first sgep was to organize the/#n:
d}vidual requests by report number. and affiliation of -

‘the requestor. Following this, a sampie of 301 was chosen

based on a sampiing fraction of approximately 1/28.

.

* The questionnaires were then sent to the;chosen

> .

‘sample along with a oover etter and a stamped¥enve10pe
. . S N . .
.o : , : , . '
for returning_the completed questionnailre. The cover
~lettei explainehzthat the researchers,were\studying eval-

) . uations of the information analysis prdducts of.She ERIC

qiearinghouseion Tests, Measurements and‘Evaluations-
'and%that the Questionnaires were being-sent to'a.randomlyl
selectéd group who had requested partlcular re;%rts.

! ‘ Analxs;s. To evaluate responses to the quest;on_’
.nalre, the first step 1nvolves a frequency analys%s of

- the responses of those who report rece1v1ng the

, docFments. ‘This gives the overall evaluatlons:9 "quality
and utility. Also, ‘the demographic characteristics,

¢ <%e5pec1ally 1nst1tutlonal afflllatlon, of\those reporting . .

-’

- .. not ‘receiving the documents are 1nvest1gated to revea1“-~

any differences between these people and those who report

i

receiping the documents. B “

’
il

Additional analyses inélude the relationships-be-

~

tween| responses (e.qg., institutional affiliation and

/




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-evaluations .0f ‘quality and utility).. Qpen~ended questions

4 N P

‘are 8ub jected to- content analysis to reveal any ma jor

‘ , ) .
L : R - . . . . L 3 Vi :
categories in the answers. . \
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. RESVLTS o \

Sﬁ'; L ‘ . Of the 301 questlonnalfes mailed, seven were retyrned

1

‘due to the1r belng undeilverable, Qr duefto the death
of the requestor or the requestor 's mov1ng, ‘thus reduc1ng

the.sample to 294 Of these 294 remalnlng questlonnalres,
oy . a falrly hlgh response rate of 50% (i.e.; 149 resppndents)
was yielded. ' - S o
. - . “‘ .

The resuits of»thé}evaluation’questionnaire can
.be dlscussed based on some .general ”a\\goqggﬂ&w 1) whether

- : ‘the requestor recelved the document; 2) thé demographic

characteristics of the recipients; 3) how the recigient
e . i » . .
became aware of the document; 4) the respondent's work

‘ | . in theKSame area as the particular document; 5) judgments

[N

ab7d the quallty of the 1nformat10n analy51s product-

and, 6) the stated utlllty of the product.

.

! .
* The'girst topic evaluated deals with whether the <
v 'a .
respondedt received the requested document and, if so,

to what éxtent was it read. Of the 149 people return—
ing. the¢questlonna1re, 99 reported receiving"the partic-
ular 1nformat10n analysis product, 44 sald they pad not.

*”\;z recelved the document, and 6 could n;t\recall receiving

t

/

\\> ‘the dogument in question. 4»h

1

N - ment has a post-graduate degree in éducatlon and works

O f
o

[l .
| -

j

|

ot
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for either a un1vers1ty or for an elementary, secondary

1.

or high scnéol. Speclflcally, 94 % of the-respondents

who recelved the document have a post graduate degree,

"with 46 3% haV1ng masters' degrees and 48 4% haV1ng‘

doct0rates. A large maJorlty (46 5%) of the respondents
* s
have degrees in education, while only l3 l have degrees

> v

in psychology and 10. have degrees in educatlonal psy-

chology. The fxnal’demographlc character1st1c tappaﬁ

-

was the respondents? place of employgbnt.v As would‘be

expected given the sample, thelresults,indlcate-that/
7 { ' : I o
more than a third of t%o%e receiving the igkorﬁatiqn
4
analysls products were'afflllated w1th a unlvers1ty or

.

four- ~-year college (34. 4%), whlle 30 Zz of Fhem were work-~-

"1ng in elementary,:secondagg,*or hlgh schools. ”g, -

Table 2. shows the demographlc characterlstlcs of |

_fthose rece1v1ng the. documents and those who report not

~u

receiving- them. Looklng at th1s table, one can see that

those who report’ not rece1v1ng the documentslare not
S1gn1f1cantlywd1fferent from theéf%c1p1ents. As 1s\the
e }

case*wlthctﬁe:recipients, the largest groups-are those ‘
afflllated w1theun1vers1t1es or colleges and those wOork-—

«

ing -in elementary,'mlddle, or hlgh schools Y

Insert Tablé 2 about here

Th ey

b %2

The third area of interest deals wlth‘how the

requestor became aware of the particular documents.

The majority (63.3%) report having seen the document

' r)“ ’ I8 N .
c~ A e / . R
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1isted in an. order _form from ERIC/TM. \This source.was

r’ S

'by far’ the most frequently c1ted as: the next most fre— C o

hquently reported source, "hav1ng read the abstract in

* kv

‘Research in Educatlon," was. mentloned by/only 13. 3% of

.
~ .

those who listed their sources. Table 3‘11sts the‘sourcesf
of awareness and their‘reported frequency.

e
P

‘Insert. Table 3 about here

Thé next category of information which the question- .
naire covered is concerned with the requestbrs"worﬁ'
in the.same area as the product‘in question. The majdr- "

ity of respondents (53.5%) cited doing research and =

development work or supervising such work and making .

.dec1slons thle the least crted work 1n the area was

preparlng an external’aocumentrfe g., Journal article

or.report). Table 4 llStS the respondents' work 1n the

area represented~by‘the document . «

Insert Table 4 about here

The next sectlon deals with the purpose for Wthh

the requestor ordered the document and hls/her Judgmcnt

' ¥
veas to how Well these needs and purposes Were fulfllled *

«&

.

,Theretere three poss1b1e responses to each purpose listed:

1) relevant, did fulflll;hz)ﬁfelevant, did notvfulflll,)\
and 3) irrelevant. The third category was included under’
the assumption that some requestors would order a docu-

o . K .
ment thinking it was relateg to a particular toplc oOr
: : v ~ 3 :
IS XA
r~r S
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't.Very few responded that the purpose for whldh they ordered f

. hl L

.-f'appllcatlon of that toplC, when, in fact, the{report covered

another area. It '‘wAs hoped that thlS would dlfferentlate R
~ . \J :

those 1nstances in Wth the’ paper covered the des1red SV

. L

:toplc but dld not fulfl 1 the user' s needs from th0se

l:ln Wthh the actual tOplC was 1rrelevant to the des1red
t0p1c. {There'seems to‘be eV1dence,“however, that this

/

“third "irrelevant"‘category was' not toﬁﬂly understood
.by the.respondents and it w1ll be left out of this report.v
The‘two most'frequently c1ted purposes Wthh were fulfllled P
'-were "to keep as a potentlal reference tool" and "to up-‘~
't ddte knowledge in a. famlllar area-":whlle the least fre—

-

quently c1ted fulfllled purposes were "to obtaln an 1n-u

«

‘”.Etroductlon to a new subJect" and "to look up needed facts.

the document had not been fulfllled. The most frequently

4

c1ted unfulfllled purpose, "to £ind out who is worklng fj .1f

on what area or what problem,' was Clted byfonly 16v3%‘
§ .

of those who checked thls as one of thelr orlglnal pur-

poses and 1nvobves only s1x respondent

"

’iy” The quallty of the partlcular in: eratlon analys1s

e
R

produqt was judged on four d1mens1o:s:lblength, organl-

atlona wrltlng, and format -(i.e., physical layout,
illustrations and typography). A few reSpondehts did'§0t‘
flll in thls portlon of theAguestlonnalre, statlng thatq

L
they ,had read only the abstract or had only scanned thL

document and did rnot feel qualified to'rcspond. Ot the

b

o
SR
\



'89 cases reSpondlng to the 1ength dlme~iign, an over-
'whelmlng majorlty (85 4%) Judged the 1ength to be "about-/
o - [ rlght Of the 88 people respondmng to the otganlzatlon

dlmenSLOn, 94.4% judged the documght as satlsfactory T

R EEE

' or better (11 4% excellent, 33 0% more thaQ.satlsfaQtory,f
and 50.0% satlsfactory) The fewest number of people ',b

- responded’ on the wr1t1ng dlmen51on, perhaps because a
. . LS ’ <,

piﬂﬂ; , number of the- documents were b1b110graph1es and the ques-p
tlon may have seemed somewhat 1rre117antf;vHoweyer,'of.

the 85 maklng such Judgments, 95.3% ound the. writing to

o

', ' be;satlsfactory or better (20.0% very clear,_28 2% more
: S

j‘than satisfactory, and 47.1% satlsfactory) The 1ast

i,

category, the format, was alsoeJudged to be-of hlgh quallty
w1th 33 O Judglng the format to be helpful to readlng

hand understandlng and 31.8% flndlng 1t somewhat helpful

(See Table 5 for summary of results.)

\ .

[y

]

Insexrt Table 5_about here

W o o . S ) . oo,

( . 4 ~a

ﬁﬁtidity was assessed“along,two.other dimens ions,

. .
- [ .

. /
along wlth fulfllled purposes and neéds. 1) whether

kthe respondent reported passing the 1nformat1on in the

PrS

. dooument alonq to others, if sq@, to whom and 1n what

_ form; and, 2) whether they reporttd taKing qome sort ‘of
/

;pm;t actlon as the :esult of Comlnq 1n contact Wlth the 1nfor— bﬁw

"matlon in the dodument. Looklnq ‘at - Table 6)gone can-see

th'a:t's'l(j‘;‘(» of the respandents reported pas: .nlq along some
S \ :

.3

!

s oL O Y
Q : el .
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| . \ . ' " . . o . . . - A . ) ]
"1nformatlon w1th 76% of these pass1ng along the document\hf
1tself The second dlmen51on, the lmpact of the 1nforma-

,ftlon on, the rESpondents' work, ylelded very pos1t1Ve rewwv_

. "
"o

R sulqs w1th_58% of the people reporggng such an 1mpact

.“AjThese data are also reported 1n Table 6 bMOSt of those:,

N -

Twho cited some - lmpact saad they applled the 1nformatlon

v

L1 - ko some aSpect(s) of thelr own wOrK ' These two dlmen51ons,
- . - - L LR
&~ . ‘~paSS1ng the 1dformatlon along and 1mpact of the 1nformatlon,

‘.--ﬂ 4

’~along w1th the results reported concernlng 1nformatlonal

‘v

e needs and thelr fulflllment would seem to 1nd1cate that

the 1nforMatlon analysls products are«Serv1ng an 1mportant

. ‘,g'

_purpOSe dn the work ‘of the respondents. 'Yan

,.,‘h R

\. §oc

InsergﬁTable 6 about here-

‘ The responses to 0pen—ended questlons are llsted

2

"1n th? Appendlhes Other sources of awareness of the‘ ’
“':'-

-~ . A-""
requested document, listed ‘in Appendix B—l, 1nclude other s

ERIC publloatlons, a general knowledge of ERIC publlcatlons,

”,and other lnformatlon serV1Ces Appendlx B 2 lists other"f

@ueo- AR ) ALIPRE \
v -

< ” RN

.{;fffwork in the areas represented by the documents. As

':reported, the two general areas, are applled work and

.....

administratlve work. ' In addltlon, two respondents cited

"classwork. ka«
The purposes llsted in the open Lnded chtlon of.ﬁ_

questlon 4 follow from the work aroas llsted above are RN
: s y

fupQUth'iﬂquandlé B-j.-;llnnlly, ruspondents"comments

SR < T . Ly S

Ao

o
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' on any 8pecial effects of the documents and their
suggestions are listed in Appendices\ﬁ-A}and B-5,
respectively.

Comparisons of responses of col;ege‘faculty and
u/

others. The,data can be analyzed to lnvestigate the dif- -
ferences_among people's .responses and evaluations of the
'documente. The.major interests‘yill be thearelationships
between certain demographic characteristfcs (i.e., highest
degree, area of degree and institutional affiliation)

and other aspects of the survey,questionnaire.' An in-
teresting conparison is that betweenhthose affiliated
with universities or four-year colleges™andrthose working
in eiementary; middle or high schools{

A greater percentage of those affiiiated with ele-

mentary, middle or h1gh schools report readlng the entrre

document (37. 9%) than do tqﬁpe assod1ated with univer- .

: 51t1es and four-year colleges (30.3%) . However, the

a2,
.('

pattern ‘for both. 1s the same with most people reporting
o ' .s;

R

scanning the documentoas.was the case with almost all

ey ~ of the institutional categories. An exception to this

is found in the state government category. - Most jpthese

1 h

TN ”1 L]

people\{57”l%) report readlng the entire document rather
Tt l' 0

than soannlngwtae document, readlng the. abstract only or

", MY 4,

noé readln the docﬂment or the abstract “This is based

w
on a very Small sample (n+&) and should be 1nterpreted

'with caution. -

£y
~




' {;rder form from ERIC/TM (71.9%) with each of the other

23

. ¢ :

There is a difference between those affiliated with
colleges and those in the schools in how they became aware
of the specific document. A large hajority of those affiliated

with the universities report having seen the title on an

sources mentio?ed by fewer than 10% of these restndents.
This can be combaredfwith the practitioners in schools of
whom 13.8%'menti5n having "read the ;bstract in Research
in Education," énd 62;1% report having seen the title

on an ERIC/TM order form. HoweVér; thé pattern remaihé
the same for all institu£ional‘affiliatioﬁ\éroups, with .

the most cited source being the ERIC/TM‘order form, followed °
( ’ .

by the Research in Education abstracts.

The_third question in the survey, intended to assess
- the typeiof.work doné by the respondents in the same area.
as theFdocument, would‘be eipected to reveal differenées‘
for the.basic researcher and the practitioner: Table 7
'1i§téﬂcpmparativeidata for the relationship between the
inst‘Eutional affiliation of the respondents andvtheir
- work in the area._AThosé whd workrin universities and
Vcolleges are.about equally dividea into’the categories
of "conducting research,pr‘development work* (24.2%),
nSupervising research and development work" (21.2%), and
"teaching" (24;2%5, with the remaining quarter distributed
iﬁ the "preparing internal documént;" "prepafing theses

and dissertatidns," and "other'" categories. Those

.

£)ym
e



,1stratlon."w The spec1f1c activities approprlate to those

affiliated'#ith elementary, middle and high schools,
onvthe'other hand, most'freQuently cite the "other"

category (39.3%), "conducting research and developRient

work" (21.4%), and "superv1s1ng research and,development
work" (25.0%) as thelr work. As mentloned/previously,;
the "other" category was, content analyzed to reveal the

ma jor work categorles ent1tled "applled work" and "admln—

in schools are currlculum development, selectlon of appro-

'

‘prlate tests and the work pf school principals.

T

4

Ingert Table 7 about here

,

Comparing the different institutional groups on

the basis of the purposes for ordering the documents

«

1nvolves looklng at the number of people who mention

a speclflc purpose as fulfllled or unfulfllled on:.the -

¢
‘

fourth questlon of the survey 1n relation to the total

number of people in that lnstltutlonal category. As,

i

mentioned prev1ously; the "1rrelevant" category is not
L5

included in these analyses.
' Those in colleges and universities ang those in

.. ' . . o L
schools are 31mllar in thelr.most often cited purposes.

The flrst for each is "to keep as-a potentlal reference

s

tool," w1th 22 of the 29 respondents affiliated w1th schools

- mentlonlng this and 29 of the 33 unlver31ty people

/ | ’
B -* : ) : . .

k4 ’

' f‘)‘(\ '
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mentioning it. This,purpose is followed by "to update

‘my knowledge in an area with which I am familiar," with

I
[

nineteen of the people in schools mentioning this and

tWenty of those in universities mentioning it.

-

Evaluations of quality, judged -on the length, Or-

. ganization, writing, and format of the document, are

’
2

"repo;ted in Table 8 by institutional affiliation.. Look-

ing at this Table, one can'see that thoSe affiliated

with univerSities judge the document as more satisfactory

25

in length than do those»in the=school ’ whose evaluations-

are distributed, to a greater extent in the "somewhat

" long," "somewhat short" and "definit'ly'too Shoft"fCate;

gories.

More positive evaluations by the university'and‘
college people than those in ‘the schools arefalso seen -
in the "organization of the document" dimension; as;canf
be seen in Table 8. Ninety-six percent'of'the.univerSity/

college'people judge the organization of the document as

- satisfactory or better compared with 89% of those in

schools. ¢ o

‘\\

Insert Tabléis about here ‘ i

- — ‘ ; : ) _
Similar to these evaluations, the judgments-made {‘
. ) . . KY

on the writing dimension by the university and college

2.

3

"people tend to cluster more atvthe high end of the scal@

~ than do those made by the people”in the schools. For .

:

§

<o
O



example, 33 3% Of those in un1Vers1t1es Judge the wr1t1ng

as more than satisfactory while only 12 O% of those id

“schools chose this evaluation:

The final quality‘dimension taps the degree to which

v - . . ' '

"the:gormat\of the;document assisted the reader in under-
standing‘and.readabrlity. People'in universities found
the fornat much‘more helpful thannthose in schools, with
42. 9% of those 1n un1vers1t1es choos1ng the hlghest p01nt
on the scale as opposed to 22 2% of those affillated with
schools who made'thls response.hh -

The next two.questionnaire'areasldeal with aspects

iof the utility of the document and howgthey relate to
the institutional affiliation: of the- respondent._.The first,
) aspect, passing the 1nformatlon in the document along to
others, is reported by a greater percentage of those in

the schools (48.3%) than those in unlversitles and colleges

(42:4%) . For both, the most frequently‘c1ted mode of

: transferring the informaticn is "pagsingfalong-the docu- .
ment itself.” This is true ‘for ai;atheﬂinstitutionai
affiliation categories.

’ The secondlarealof interest, the impact which the
-document has on‘the'respOndent's workjdcan-also be thought
of as an aspect of document utility. The comparison
between the bas1c researcher and those in applled settlngs'

yields some differences. Those affiliated with unlver-

sities cite a greater frequency of such impact (63.6%),

3!
i,

A\



_cited actions are or
i .

with the majority of these (57.7%) reporting that‘they

¢
have applled the information in the documenE to some aspect .

of their work . - Flfty-flve percent of the respondents
affiliated with schools report taking some action as the
- - ,

result of reading thefdocumenty The most frequently . :

ring a reference listed on the docu-

ment and applfing the information in the .document to some

aspect of'the respondent's work activities.

Evaluatlons of document quallty can be compared on
2 -
the baSLS of the reSpondent's highest degree and the

area of'that degree. Comparing evaluations of document *
. )V’Yd; . '

‘1engthvfor those with bachelor's, master's or doctorates -

1
4

yields no substantial differences. Evaluafions.of document

organization do differ by the,respondent‘s highest' degree.

' Seventy-five percent of those with bachelor's rate the

: Ca v . » .
document as excellent or more than satisfactory 1n terms -

‘of organization as opposed:td'4l.l% of those with master's

and 45.2% ‘of thosefwith‘doctorates who make such evalu-
atlons. Evaluations of the mriting dimension differ very
llttle as a function of the respondent' @degree level.

The final dimension, format, 1s rated lower by those

w1th master's degrees, with %6 .4% rating. the format as

: helpful'or somewhat helpful, than by those w1th bachelor's

degrees or doctorates. Seventy—flve persent of those

w1th bachelor s degr€es rate the format ‘as helpful or

“somewhat,helpful while 71.4% of the respondents w1th

doctorates make such evaluations.

7.

»
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Evdluatioﬁs 6; doéumen; quélity byiérea éf;dégfee'
follow the*saﬁé:patfern £hrou§hout the diménsioﬁé. Those
l.with degrees iq'gsychplogy consistenti§ raﬁe the qua;ity
,1oﬁest;,peop1e with degrees in educationa1 psycho1ogy

rate quality highest and those with degrees in education

or in other areas fall in the middle,

)
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" DISCUSSION

In assessxng the, users' evaluations of the infor-

29

matlon analy51s products produced by the ERIC Clearlnghouse

.

on Tests; Measurements and Evaluatlons, the results of
thls survey 1nd1cate that the rec1p1ents of these reports

flnd them to be of h1gh quallty and to be useful in thelr
. . -* N .
work. : : -

- Evaluations of the documents are extremeLy high.
Although there are some small variations, with those o
¢ f
people possess1ng post-graduate degrees and those w1th

degrees in psychology evaluating the documents somewhat

lower, in general, all the rec1p1ents found the documents,

'to be satlsfactory in terms of length, organlgatlon,
writing and format. | |
' In generai the respondents seem to 1nd1cate that
theylfound the information in the documents useful in
their'professional actiylties. Very few people report
..being unsatisfied with the‘products in terms of’fulfill-
1ng the needs and purposes for which they were orlglnally
ordered. On the other hand, many respondents .found such
needs fulfllled
The fact”that almost half of the respondents report

passing on the information in the documents, with.the

?

34
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30
great ma jority of these passing on‘the document itself, |
also reflects Qeli on,the usefulness of the information '
analysis products in the users’ pfofessional activities.

In addition, more than’ half of the respondents report

some sort of impact which the information had on their e

. work. «These three facts, that the‘documents fulfill B ?$
'linformati%nal needs, that users pass{on the information, |

and thatithere is a high frequenchofireported impact,

pOint to the concluSion that the information is highly

]

useful to educators.

e When reporting on the specific purposes for order-
*'L t ing the‘aocuments, the recipients cite "to update;know-
o . 1e(c1ge in a farniliar\.area"""and "to use.as a potential ref-
| erence tool" ‘most often. Analyzing the data'by’institutional
_groups reveals the same,two.purpdéesfas those most often
cited by each group. The 1east‘freouently’mentioneo ' 4
purposes, "£o look up needed facts" and "to obtain an -
introdnction on a new area" were found for the entire
WrespOndent,group as well as for five of the seven insti-.’
tutional'affiiiation gronps, The reason for these being
infrequently cited might be the existence’of other? more
‘readily'a&ailable; sources of,infornation to perform
‘;; these fnnctions. 'ﬁibraries with updated periodicals
| may ~be more convenient and useful in fulfilling mo;e
urgent information needs while the information/analys1s

products’may be more useful as sources ofucontinuing

educational research information.




\ ' o . L

fﬂhe requestors’ purposes in ordering the document are

f’-related to their work in the area. That is, the.most

o~

often‘ci'ed areas of work are conducting research and.

development work and superViSing research and development

]

work and deciSion making. .To the'extent that these are

i
.
1}

on-going processes in which educators:-have continuing .
s g :

£

) - - ! 'I. .I "“. 4 .
interests, the-most,frequent purposes, "to update kﬂoWledge

i

in a familiar area" and "to use as a potential reference

P

tool" would seem logical for these types of work.

Anotheraimportant result is the number of people

,,,,,,

~

.»who. report either reading the entire document or scanning

Led c

the document. Because/this indicates rather rextensive
/

,reading of the maﬂ%rial, it would seem to add reliaBility
to the respondents' Judgments about the quality and utility
of the information in the documents. . Caution must be taken
‘inainterpreting any of the data in‘this survey, however.
Although‘the response'rate-isyhigher than expected, it

is possible that those who returned the questionnaires -
represent some biased sample. o
: 4

This fact is espeCially important when interpreting
Y]

+

“the fairly high number of:people‘who report not receiVing S

the requested documents.‘ It is-possible that'theSe respon-
dents are not entirely representative of the total pop-

/
'ulation’of requestors. Discounting this, that fact that

29. 5% of the respondents report not receiVing the requested

documents seems fairly high. Because the unfulfilled

N . : B : B

)}

i



. ,‘ (7 . s . , -‘
*requests are not for a certain group of 1nformatlon T ﬁju

analySls products and these requestors are not an 1dent1- . '

c

flable sub-group of the populatlon, there seems to be

d ,'v no obv1ous reason for this result. Perhaps the most

!

sallent and 1og1ca1 expla tlon’would be that the &equests B

\ \-." l

Hi may have been received by the Clearlnghouse after all

Loy v
v

‘-

cop1es of the requested documents had been dlstrlbuted.

In summary, these 1nformatlon analys1s products seem

to be reference tools Wthh are skimmed or read by edu-

cators to remain abreast of the volumlnous materlal in the

educatlona} research area. Perhaps they are more closely

»

examlned yhen spec1f1c needs arise. In addition,'the

1nformatlon in the documents seems to be applled to the . .
. ‘ : N o T
' educators' work, regardless of the partlcular areaﬁp»~thu,j32

Another 1mportant f1nd1ng is the surprlSlng s1m11ar1ty
~ %
among the various sub groups in terms of thelr overall

& 4} iy .l P e

h1gh evaluatlons of- the documents as well as the1r fre-

quentlysclted ut;llzatlons of the 1nformatlon in' thelr
- v D .
o work.. These products seem to be accompllshlng thelr
‘o ' e '/ 73 N
‘ goals of prov1d1ng educators w1th an overv1ew of educatlonal
h 4 : A

research as well as hav1ng an 1mpact on the1r work. N P ;w

RPN
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Table 1

Number of Requests by'éequestors' Affiliation

Requestor Affiliation , N = 8,420 (301)2

Commercial organization ‘ 199 (7)

State Department of

Education 372 (14)
Elementary through

High School 767 (29)
SchHool District 1,096 ~(39)
Universities and .

Colleges : 3,193 (112)
Undifferentiated . 2,793 (101)

-

dNumbers in parentheses are those chosen for

inclusion in the sample survey.



Table 2
The Demographic Characteristics of

Recipients and Nonrecipients

Recipients Nonrecipients
Institutional :
' Affiliation Percent? percent® |

Elementary/ | :
High School 30 36
1Jﬁnior/Community
College 6 2
University/Four-Year '
College 35 31
Federal i ) 7 .
Staﬁe ' ; 3 ' 2 /j

P . Local Government | 3 17
Other 16 - 5
Area of Degree Percent® ) Percentd
Educational
Psytchology 11 20
Education 52 55
Psycholégy 15 ‘ : 10

- "Other 22 15

Highest Degree Percent® percent?
BA (BS) ’ 4 5
MA (MS) , 47 52

Doctorate » . 49 e - 43

. B Co f/‘ o
ay. = 96; BN = 42; ON = 89; 9N = 40; ©Nj= 95

Pl




.

Table 3

Source of Awareness of Document:

~ Source , | 'Frequency® Perfent
# R ) , . ) ’

_ Research in Education . ' , - 14
| Colleagug , . 6
Order Form from‘ERIC/TM - 64
Computerized Search - ) 8

Elsevhere ; J _8 , ‘
. TOTAL - o - 100

AN = 97 ' .




" Table 4

rs

,  Recipients' Work in the Area

Reptresented by the Document S

w -

B ]

GWork Area

Y

s

Conducting Research and ~

>

FfequencyAPeréenta

[

13

Development 33
Supervising_Researchfand

,Development 22
Preparlng Internal Documepts

(report memo, etc.) . 7
Preparing External Documents . )

(journal article, etc.) 1
Preparing own The51s or K

Dlssertatlon 4
Teaching a Course T 9
" Other - ’ 24

aN = 98 '



Table 5.

Recipients' Evluations of Document Quality- =

Length " Organization "  Yriting o Format

" Fre- 0 TPRe- Fre- . Fre-
quency : - quency

o ‘ - o quency 2 quency g.
Scale Polnt. Bergenta Scale Point Percent’ Scale Point Percent® Scale Point Percent” ¥

R

- Definitely R Very - S o
~ too long 0 Bxcellent 11 Clear - 20 Helpful, '~ . 33

 Somewhat More than,  More than ~ Somewhat ” S
~long : 8  satisfactory 33 = satisfactory = 29 &:helpful R Ju 32:‘ .

right 86 Satisfactory 51 Satisfactory 48 = affect’ . 2. T

o . Somewhat ‘ K | ‘h'f? S
Somewhat o unsat- ¢ Somewhat .~ Hindered J
short 5 isfactory  © 5 - unclear . - ‘3 someyhat - 5.

| , .[kﬁn#eW‘ R | , SR

- Definitely | ungat- Definitely . . - Definitely
too short - 1 isfactory - 0 unclear = 0 hindered -1

DR |

}
o

{

oo e m Gem 0

T e

T o -

o -



Table 6

. Evaluations of Two Dimensions of Document Utility

Frequency

‘ : Freguency
agsing Information Percent® ~ Impact of Information Percent”
assed on document itself 80 Ordered reference listed
- r ~in document ' 21
I ; | Applied information to C
ummarized findings in a memo 20 own work ‘ o 54
- - Examined related documents
lerbally discussed findings 9 not referenced _ 7
N o |
o ‘Consulted with author(s) or
| ! persons(s) identified ,
ther 9 with document - 18
'OTAL .  TOTAL .
) 100 | : 100 %
e
_ v
aN = 455 °N = 57
/.




“ Table 7
Relatlonshlp of Re01p1ents' Instltutlonal Afflllatlon to Work in the Areav

Y | Repnesented by the Document

) ' , Preparing | c
Conducting Supervising Preparing Preparing Thesis or Teaching*
Research & Research & Internal External Disserta- a

Instltutlonal Development Development Document Document —tion Course Other

Affiliation  Percent Percent Percenti'F;Percent Percent . Percent Percent

Elementary | ' .

through | \ Pt .

~ High School | ' | .

- N=28 214 25,0 7.1 3.6 36 .0 39.3

Juniot and - - : | )
Community | T

College . | | o
N=6 333 16,7 167 « 0 0 0, 33.3

University ‘

and Four-Year o ( A |

College B ' o "
CN=33 . 42 w2 9,1 0 61 24,2 15,2

‘Pederal |
Government o o o 4
= 2 - 50,0, - 50.,0° 0 0 o . - 0 . 0 49




~ Conducting
S - Research &
Institutional Development
Affiliation Percent .

‘
¢ B i e

‘4Tabie 7 (Cont'd. ).

e
W
PR
B T
fowr
i

Supervising Preparingm Preparing
Research & Internal External
Davelopment Document = Document

s

,,,,,

Preparing - =
Thesis or, Teaching
Disserta- a

tion  Course, , Other

State
- Goverment
N=T S

Local
Government , - |
N=3 66,7

Other |
N=16. 563

_Percent - Percent'  Percent

L yr

I
P T H A
Lo

86 0 0

2.5 6.3 0

Percent  Percent Percent

v

C EV



- o Table 8 S
/ ‘ ‘ ’ ‘

A Relatlonshlp of Evaluatlons of Ddcument Quallty and the.
iﬁ L 1"’\ T \:?5;'; Instltutlonal Afflllatlon of the Re01p1ents

L
L
¢ ]

R : Y
» Un1versxty ; o
| Junlor and and ‘Four- ‘Federal State ~Local ..
Elementary/ Community Year Govern- JGovern- Govern- -
o High School College 'College ment  ment. * ‘ment :  Other

Percent Percent __Percent.  Percent Percerit Percent Percent .

"‘Length?

| Deflnltely o e e I |
too long | R 0 0. 0 0

 Somewnat - o SNE oo o
Tongt M o . .4 .0 .9 0 0

‘,‘\About oo s \ o w
right B | lOO@Lﬁ ' 89 100 Y7L 100 93

. Somewhat R e e T
Coghort 40T o 0 0 7

Definitely . e .. L
too short + - _ 4 0 0 0 0. 0 f 0

Total 100 S0 100 1000100 L1000 . 100

0 ‘ : :
) bt L . - :

<
<o

o



Table 8 (Cont;d.)

.
’ . University
. Junior and and Four- Federal State Local
Elementary/ Community Year Govern- Govern- Govern- o
High School College  College  ment ~ ment  ment .Other
Percent Porcent:  DPercent  Percent Percent -Percent Percent
, . — 1
Organi zation? | | W
Excellent 1l 0 \15. 50 S R
More than | o | :
' gatisfactory 19 83 22 0 57 Y
satisfactory %9 17 59 0 43 3B 0N
, Somevhat
.unsitisfactory 1 o . 4 0 0 0 0
Definitely ' |
unsatisfactory _0 ‘ 0 0o . 0 0 0o 7
ptal 100 A0 10 100 100 100 100
LTS

St



LY

it ) Y
Table 8 (Cont'd.) :
- University -
~Junior and and Four- Federal State - Local
Elementary/ Community  Year - ‘Govern- Govern- Govern-
High School College  College = ment  ment - ment . gfther -
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent WPercent
Wettin®
Very clear 20 noow 50 W 0
More than | | | .
satisfactory 12 3B 0 43 33 46
Satisfactory 64 - 50 4l 50 I 6 - 23
 Somewhat , |
unsatisfactory = 4 0 4 0 0 0 8
- Definitely . | R
© . unsatisfactory -0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0
oo w0 - a0 100 100 100

(|

- 9O



Table 8 (Cont'd.)

S University | .
| o .Junior and and Fourj Federal State lLocal
Elementary/ Community Year J8 Govern- Govern- Govern- .
High School College  College® ~ ment  ment  ment  Other

Percent Percent Percent Percedt Percent - Percent Percent
V. Format :
felpful . 22 W3 48 0 040 4
N ' ",";‘ . . |
. ‘ C ) . ‘.‘.,, ¢ ’,f' .
Somewhat - | - -
helpful . 37 333 25 337 0 36
Didnot, S A
affect - 33 33.3 29 ¢ 50 17 67 14
o b
- Hindered B ‘ |
somevhat -~ . 4 0 3 0, 0 33 7
Definitely o - |
- hindered -4 0o 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100. 100 100 100 100

2y = 87 M = g6; O =83; I = g6

‘ ‘[]{j}:"

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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1.

Ll

k7

L

(a)

. (k)

(c)

@)’

(e)

£)

‘(g).

(h)

Have you received a copy of the requested document?
‘1f No, skip to question 10.

—Read the entire document

SCannd the document

e

Rond the abstract’of the document
__ﬂnve not read document or abstract

if Yes, have you:

Prior to réﬁhasting a copy of thé document had you:

Read the nbag}act in Resecarch in Education

|l

__Yesl'

_ No.

Informed of document by colleague (in own institution or other)
Seen the document listed .on order form for 'ERIC/TM..
Received the title in compuuerized search
__Obtained 1nformation elsewhere (Please specify)

¢ .

Please indicate‘}our vork 'in the same nfeu(l) as the document:

__Conducting research or development work
__Supervising research or development work/decision making
__Preparing internal document (report, memo, etc.)
__Preparing external document (journal article, report, etc )
Preparing your own thesis or dissertation

__Teaching a course
__Other (Please spgcify)

many as are applicable:

To obtain-an 1ntroduct16n;

on a new.subject

To find out who is working

on what " area or whnt
. problem

To identify relevant
literature references
in a new area '
To up-date my knowledge
in an area with which

I am familiar

To lpok up needed facts

To keep as a potential
reference

To use for stimulation
and bﬂbwsihg

To use in other aspects
of my work

(Please specify)

What was your general purpose(s) in requesting the document’ and. to what
degree did the document fulfill these 1niormation needs? Indicate asa

Relavant;
~ Did
ful€1ll

Relevant;

Did not
fulfill

Irrelevant
for purpose

v

4

-

4

60



gho document in terma of quality: S e I3
o (a) Hllutheqdocumenb. . o y
- . * ’
definitely somewhat abéut somewhat . definitely
) too long long' right short, too short
’ . . . !
(b) The orgaqizltion of the dotument was: -
. excellent more than anciulnctorﬁ , somewhat definitely
o ‘ satisfactory unqytiaflctory unsatisfactory
' (c) . The writing of the document was: ’
.9 _‘ " '-4 e ’ v .
- very more than- satisfactory somewhat definitely -
. clear satisfactory unclear unclear
. (d) ,The !ormat (physical. layout, i11ua;rations.{typography) was:
T o : L
g i‘ &, . helpful to.: somevhat ° did not hindered definitely
: readability helpful ©affect somewhat , hindared
) ot and under— _ v '
: o standing ) o . . ‘ . .
4 s B co . ) . Cos . ]
ot 6. Did you pass the information in the document on to aomeone else? .
. Yea. Colleague. Superior, Subordinate (Please circle) No.
e 1f yes, ﬂid you. “ .(Check all that apply) - ;
_Paas on the document itself : '
. Summarize the findings in a memo .
. ¢ __Yerbally discuss the findings in a memo
. ! __Other. (Pleaae-specify): ‘. -
7. After‘reading the document, did you do any of the following:'
‘ . __Order reference 1isted in the ‘document
~ ' . Apply the information to my own work activitiea (Please indicate arcas as in
) ~quesrtion 3 above. (a) through (8) )
; __ﬁxami?e related documenta not relerenced
, __Consult with author(s) or person(s) identified with the document
' __Special effect on work (Plcase specify) ' )
i . : .
. 8.. Please indicate any spécial effects on your work:
' . 9. Please indicate below any suggestions or elaborations on your answers:
10. Please name your highest degree‘ institution awarding it, date and area -

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'Higheat degree__ .
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" Pleass circle the description moat accurate, in describing your evaluntion of

in which you received this degree:

Inatitution " Date

__Education Psychology
Education (other than Ed. Psy. )
Psychology (other than Ed. Psy ) -
__Sociology
Othet (Please indicate)

¢

What is yOur major place of employment?

_ _Elemegtary through high school - v )
_Junior/Community college (Please specify department or major dept
__h-Year colleger or university (Please specify department

?

___ Federal

_____State

" Local i 3
\

____Other (Please specify)

Government Agency:

N
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%: 3 UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA

TAMPA . ST PETERSBURG . FORTIWYERS . SARASOTA

-

COLLEQGE OF S8OCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES ' :
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOQY : k4
*TAMPA, FLORIDA 33620 ' h
813:. 974-2492

¢

September 6, 1977 .-

*

K

c

- Dear Colleague.

As part .of the requirements for completing my Master s
degree, I am investigating reactions to and evaluations of :
the information analysis products prepared .by the Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC) Clearinghouse on Tests,
'Measurements, and Evaluations. . . S

According to the records ‘I have, you: ‘have ordered the .
title listed at the top of the enclosed questionnaire. ,Ii"
would greatly appreciate your taking a few minutes ‘to fill'”
out the questionnaire and include any other comments you may
have ‘concerning that report or other reports prepared: by
ERIC/TM. . Your participation would be extremely helpful to me,
as well as being a.valuable source of information to ERIC/TM
by providing them with feedback about their products and
sugge stions for any improvements. : A

Enclosed is an addressed, stamped envelope for returning
the questionnaire. Thank you for your as51stance.

Sincerely, <

[

s

_Susan E. Hensley
Research Assistant

SEH:hmb

Encl.



APPENDIX B-1

Other Sources for Familiarity with Dpcumént”

.
y

I

,List;oﬁlgRIC publicatiqns and séarches
ﬁRIC/TM Newglettér - . . .'.
“Resouf¢és:at-ERIC/Tﬁ known

Natfonal Associatibn of @lemehﬁary School.Principa}s

" Principals' Information Service

»

’

Sp)
(%



Administrative Work

T

Applied Work: _ -

APPENDIX B-2 .

.

'Oﬁher,W6rk“in Area Represented by Document. .
/ . T

0
e ‘

o e

/

3

program evaluation (3)

‘schdbl béféhélogists

ﬁéacﬁing cbildrénTWith-i;;rning.brgblemsf

curricdlum develoﬁment | . )

éelectioﬁ of aﬁproﬁriéte tgst; (2)

rgsea};h and dévelppment(and evalﬁations -
bféderar govérhment )

consulting work ‘ ‘ . ’

providing research information to staff

‘management of information' center

college testing office

chairman of vocational education

-

screening candidates for City School Board.

<

school principal (2) Lo -

<

librarian

N

Classwork (2) L | -

,{L.



Librarian

‘Consultant 8 State Department of Education

2 A [ . LT e
kS . ) ) M Ly, . R

APPENDI% B-3"

T ]
v s

MOtHé}‘Purbosés Reportedyfor Requestinngocument

.Research and'Develbpmentvgnd Evaluations

»
4

‘Reéearch for staff - school and community college

“Pro?ide information to staff

)

o

»
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RespOndentsf“CQmmenhéﬂah'Speciéleffecféf
' of Document on Work'® .

A\

Broaden outlook
Research for teachers in district--ERIC has replaced
professional library‘resources phased out through

¥

budget cuts

Overview of what is happehiné for prdctitioners in field

of education

Reguiarly do computer sea:phés'and updaﬁe them on annua%ﬁ

. ' L] :"’
or biannual basilis

~h

Resource document in subject file
Reference for work as psycholdéiét
Added information (2)

Measurement
Helped local community

ez

ﬁooking for an appropyriate test and it gave me a sﬁarting
point a

. w.':‘& P

.Libréry patrons are  edycators who need this kind of

information
-~

Cited a trend

Sharing, understand ng with faculty
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APPENDIX B-5

Respondents' Suggestions:

ERIC is a blessing in Keepihg pace with educational
developments; T doh't know how one could operate
without it. : ' )

The only problem or complaint that I‘have encounterea
with ERIC materials 1is that teachers would likewto
see less project or evaluation reports and more
research-oriented materials;v

Most of the "information L‘-er(;uivvd did not apply to
my area ot h:achling (Voc. Education). ERIC Clearing-
houée on Vbcatibnal Education did meet my needs.

Ru‘portj. Loo ét.‘c}-}rlicsql——wri.tt\yh for other researchers;
need to get down to uart“h in terminology and

-

oducational sott fongs.
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